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General Public

Last First Organization In Attendance?
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Mazzella Tony Seattle Department of Transportation v
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Meyer Paul Port of Seattle v
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Quirk Patti Seattle Department of Transportation v

Meeting Purpose

This was the seventh meeting of the City of Seattle’s Shoreline Masteafr{gMP) Update
Citizens Advisory Committee (Committee). The meeting included presentatidrdiscussion on: 1)
Public Access and Views, 2) Shoreline Permitting, and 3) updates to the Committggampprocess
and options for writing the Committee report.

Welcome and Introductions
Facilitator Michael Kern of Triangle Associates welcomed the Comertiti¢he meeting and led a
round of introductions. Michael reviewed the meeting materials and agenda and pointedvals inte
for public comment. He asked the Committee for comments on December’s meetingrguwimnch
was then approved by the Committee for posting to DPD’s SMP Update website. Miemael t
reviewed possible dates for the Committee’s two additional meetings in April and e
Committee decided that, pending major conflicts from absent members, the follovaagvdald be
selected for April and May:

= Tuesday, April 28th

= Wednesday, May 20th

Public Access and Views
Dave LaClergue of DPD announced that DPD’s Green Shorelines Guidebook is now avaibgids. C
were provided to all meeting attendees. Dave offered to field any questions Cenmeittders might
have about the book, as well as suggestions for its distribution. Dave then presented an omerview
DPD’s current regulations and proposed changes to public access and views, (seeifowerP
presentation and related handouts available from the Committee’s website)d HatsBPD’s goals
are to improve the quality and extent of access, increase connectivity, and raaomgzatibility
between public access, ecological function, and preferred shorelindDif2ss proposing the
following changes to regulations around public access and views:
= Create a public access easement inventory and tracking system, for public tiofoand
inspections.
= Implement additional development standards for public access features.
= Provide public access exceptions and view corridor reductions only for water-dependgent use
not water-related uses.
= Consider alternatives to onsite access for non-water-dependent industrial sughers pa
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lieu and ecological restoration beyond standard mitigation.

= Eliminate public access/view corridor exceptions for narrow Lake Union lotseadijicstreet
ends.

= Modify non-water-dependent requirements within Urban Stable lots.

= Clarify the definition of “view corridor” to allow vegetation.

= Consolidate public access view requirements into one section each.

= Require view corridors along the Ship Canal for parcels separated from the watiirbppand
of Conservancy Navigation.

= Broader public access planning and additional development standards for public access.

= Consider developing a Shoreline Public Access Plan in late 2009.

Multiple Committee members encouraged the proposed Public Access Plan. Tiseypptsted
defining “meaningful public access” by engaging the public and understanding its deprahds f

DPD made the following clarifications:

= Currently, water-dependent and water-related uses are not required to provide pekkc &t
most environments, they also have reduced view corridor requirements.

= Additional development standards would not be retroactive. DPD is not proposing any
retroactivity, as the land use code is for new and future development.

= The intent in providing uniform standards for signs and placement and requiring a clear
separation between public and private land is to ensure that public access is evident and
inviting, especially in cases where public access is provided but it may appear tbdieapa
private use.

= All commercial lots on Lake Union would be required to provide public access to the water if
they are not water-dependent or if they meet a threshold for width to be determined.by DPD

= DPD'’s proposed Shoreline Public Access Plan would be a broader planning effort separate
from the regulatory update.

= As written in State guidelines, public access and view corridor requiremeht®iapply to
single-family residential uses.

= State guidelines encourage both connected systems of trails and parks, as wealt asqrgd
on non-water-dependent sites. The intent of public access is to allow people to vievethe wat
and water-related activities, and to have physical access to the water wheasise.

= There are significant barriers to pooling funds from multiple small project$arge joing
public access features. City parks are typically the best way to providetaess areas, but
smaller access areas spread along the shoreline also have an important valuethéiany
jurisdictions seek connectivity between small public access areas. This dogspeot ha
overnight but over 30 years, they may all become connected.

= State guidelines say that shorelines constitute a limited resource and shoutthgedria
provide public access, ecological function, or space for water-dependent uses. Nen-water
dependent uses preclude use of this finite resource by water-dependent uses and should seek to
more fully achieve other goals of the SMP including public access and ecologicadrfunct
Non-water-dependent uses are subject to more substantial public access retpibessise
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they displace priority uses.

= The requirements for public access are based on two provisions. 1) The public should have
access to public property, the water, which is publicly owned under the Public Trush®octri
and 2) because the SMA gives preference to certain uses. Public access ratpiasreway
to allow non-preferred uses on the shoreline.

» Floating homes would be considered single-family residential in this case, andregtiived
to provide public access.

= The City tracked the current amount of public access land available via an inventory and
catalogue of all the City’s shoreline areas. Gathering this data is requitteel BiIP update
guidelines and will continue to be used after the update to make sure there has been no loss of
public access land.

= DPD still needs to conduct an inventory of easements on private land.

Committee member comments and concerns included:

Comment: There are approximately 140 street ends around the City. Some of them are open for public
access and some are inaccessible because they are overgrown. There are &lspa othmers that

are inaccessible because they have been leased to industrial or residentigl pvops. There is an
opportunity to open public access areas in the leased street ends because tleadgrevaied by the

City.

Comment: Public access is largely defined as access from the land with littlelecatson of access
from the water. Considering public access from the water could create exetiagtional
opportunities including water based trails.

Comment: It is important to understand the public’s demand for public access and what kind of uses
are in greatest demand. This should define opportunities for development standards es @l siz
parcels.

Concern: Requiring view access and water access sounds like DPD is proposing to take private
property without paying for it. View access corridors, without a City paymentdortdix benefit,
eliminate the ability for the property owner to use the property to its “highest anaské's

Comment: The City should generate more tax revenue and buy parcels for opening up for public
access.

Comment: The flexibility allowed by the “payment in lieu of” as an alternative for alhgwon-water
dependent uses in the industrial zone proposal is a great concept; however, a cleardewthptd
formula is needed.

Comment: The Port of Seattle has a Seaport Shoreline Plan that was developed in part to catemunic
to the City the Port’s proposals for new public access areas on its own property.
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Comment: Small public access sites in industrial areas are heavily used by workessaadvho

may be on their way home from work and or enjoying the site on their break. The documented heavy
use of these areas strongly supports the existence and maintenance of littlaqueiskcareas within
industrial zones.

Concern: The central waterfront piers that were rehabilitated in the 1970s came effhi@ment for
public access. Over time, many of the restaurants and business grew their divideduoirtg the
opportunities for public access. There has been no enforcement against this.

Concern: How do we prioritize habitat restoration and tie it in as a requirement? Wkit gtrictly
a public access issue, it speaks to the quality of public access.

Concern: When there is adjacent public access to the perimeter boundaries of a madtistgal
facility, there are potential security threats if visitors are able taads@ed/or photograph certain
activities. Many shipyards are required by federal law to have a security plan, aodpoéss can
complicate this effort.

Comment: As properties develop or redevelop, public access and view corridors will be required. New
development in industrial zones may not be very susceptible to security concerns benause
technologies and security regulations.

Comment: Property owners should have to provide public access, and should be liable for maintaining
the safety and security.

Comment: DPD needs to consider the feasibility and practicality of a business proieciingperty
from what irresponsible and unsafe things people may do naturally in public accesdtaseanfair

to throw all the liability on an industrial property owner. The City should come up withrecbala
between these concerns; it can absolve property owners from liability foncgttations. Beyond
reasonable precautions, property owners should not have to take all the responsibility,,hostever
because a property owner has pre-existing operations doesn’t mean they shouldn’t h&eeatoyma
security or protection changes. The Burke-Gilman Trail presents problems fomslusigial users in
the BINMIC area — adjacent property owners are now having difficulty finding insuranc

Comment: The City will not “absolve” property owners from liability, because it opens thigenQity)
up to liability problems.

Concern: There is a big concern about views in Seattle. As development occurs throughout the City,
people are becoming less connected visually to the water, which affects theafudéty DPD should
make efforts to preserve view corridors and not let post-development ornamenting @& gigna
unregulated.
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Comment: The SMP should have a provision that allows one to easily defer or relax the speitdic ons
dimensional standards in return for something that can be part of the proposed Publi®ketess

DPD can also do lots of things with policies on a staff level to encourage the developtheriPalblic
Access Plan idea.

Comment: As DPD promotes connectivity within public access areas, they should also seeless addr
transit goals through the development of bike/walk trails, encouraging people to gethaurt cdirts.

Public Comment

Patti Quirk, street end manager for Seattle Department of Transportai®3 Seminded the
Committee that street ends are a part of Seattle’s transportation netwdrdd@mgito SDOT. She said
even though they have been set aside as special pieces of property, SDOT stiksivitydpalancing
industrial needs, public access needs, and transportation needs.

Paul Meyer, Port of Seattle, said the proposed vegetation preservation developmaand staould be
written specifically to improve habitat, not to preserve any existing vegetgticluding blackberries
or other weeds).

Committee Work Plan/Report

Michael mentioned that updates made to the Committee’s work plan included addregsiing 1p&
issues that arose at the Committee’s December meeting. He also said thet€@ssxMarch and

April meetings would include review of approximately 12 response papers from DRBfthat

DPD’s proposals via input the Committee has given throughout its process. Brennon S8y of
reminded the Committee these response papers will reflect the Comnatigets, as well as DPD’s
responses to those opinions. The Committee will then provide an advice paper to DPD ih its fina
report, which DPD will take into account when drafting the new shoreline code. DPDavilltke
Committee where its comments informed the draft code, where DPD agreed, an®Rberaried

and why. It will also ensure the Committee has the opportunity to review the draft cad# ishe
ready.

Michael introduced Dave Robison, Cascadia Community Planning Services, who is serfiag on t
facilitation team and suggested Committee members consider using Davdusdbbevrasource in
drafting their final report. Dave described his background to the Committee, mentiothiag Wwern
many of the “hats” present which, combined with his shoreline planning experience, puisahim i
unique position to help the Committee draft a balanced report. The Committee agreec:bgutts
request that Dave write a first draft of the Committee’s report, perhaps \Wtfrdra a subgroup of
the Committee.

Shoreline Permitting

Brennon provided an overview of the different types of existing shoreline permits incladiagces,
exceptions, exemptions, and Master Use Permits (MUP) (see the PowerPs@ntairen and related
handouts available from the Committee’s website). Brennon clarified that DiRIDasrrently
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proposing any changes to the permitting process, but that the purpose of the Commitiesssodiss
to voice what is working and what isn't, via the following questions:
= What aspects of the shoreline permitting process are working effectively?
= What aspects of the shoreline permitting process are causing the greatestién or concern?
=  What specific steps could the City take to address your concerns?

Committee responses and DPD clarifications included:
Clarification: The term “substantial development permit” refers to specific State ig@dgoat is
uniform across all SMPs throughout Washington cities. Within Seattle, it aésceceto as a type of

Master Use Permit (MUP).

Comment: The Port of Seattle has a list of operational needs related to administratigdyres and
permitting located on page seven of its 2007 Seaport Shoreline Plan.

Clarification: The dollar threshold for small projects ($5,374) is based upon a state mandated number
plus cost of living increases.

What aspects of the shoreline per mitting process ar e working effectively?

Comment: DPD’sGreen Shorelines publication has some great information on permits. The City is
doing the right thing when it creates pamphlets like this.

Comment: The type of review currently expended for a maintenance project should remain ¢he sam
Comment: The substantial development process works, but takes too long.

Comment: DPD planners are dedicated and there are good experiences to be had.

What aspects of the shoreline per mitting process ar e causing the greatest frustration or concern?

Concern: The City does not always enforce its own policies, specifically regardjngge and the
posting of white and yellow boards on a project site.

Comment: The process is exceptionally bureaucratic and cumbersome. It is nearly bigptusget a
land use guestion answered over the phone. There also seems to be a lack of understanding about
existing industrial facilities and their requirements and challenges.

Comment: Permit review is generally billed at a $260 an hour planner review rate. Tyssdbf a
permit are $150-$500 for exemptions, a high end of $5,000 for a single-family residence permit, a
upwards of tens of thousands of dollars for large projects. The cost of the permit is alsonnich

the issue as is the length of time it takes to receive the permit and the adsoasé$ that grow during
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that time.
Comment: Some people would pay more money to get their permit approved faster.
Comment: Exemption codes should take one hour to complete, not ten weeks.

Comment: The review process can be redundant and overlaps with other agencies. The City does not
need to go in depth on issues that the Army Corps of Engineers already covers.

Comment: The City needs to be fair. It has a history of approving projects for the Parks departme
and not for private entities. One should not have to dig around to find out why and how the City or a
department received approval.

Comment: The City should not hinder creative solutions to development that they are not familiar
with. For example, the use of logs to stabilize the beach around the University of Waashing

Concern: Planners are sometimes afraid of making decisions because of all therégrethat exists
around their interpretations. This leads to a lengthy process as plans are sent uaticedbicriadder
to a confident decision maker. Permits will also get kicked back to the permitteeséat unclear
clarifications requested inconsistently by various reviewers.

Comment: The process needs consistency, which can be found through coordination between the state
and the federal agencies.

What specific steps could the City take to address your concer ns?
Concern: There is an inconsistency issue between the planners and their interpretationster@yns
is needed throughout the entire process and between the planners. There needs to beatlistthat

what is exempt and what next steps are.

Comment: The state and federal agencies send emails about new projects; Seattle shusilasdo t
well. There should be an email list for shoreline projects, as well as projectgllyarbood.

Comment: Variances need to be tracked by specific topic, as well as critical adézsnces.

Comment: Provide more clarity to the process by developing presentations and simple step-by-s
plans for what a citizen/developer needs to do, and when, to build along the shoreline.

Comment: The SMP update is the perfect opportunity for permitting agencies at evergflevel
government to get in alignment. It would be helpful to establish an order to when perrgransee
and received, and to have this order published so that people know what to expect.
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Comment: Perhaps DPD needs more staff.
Comment: DPD should use the Joint Aquatic Resources Permit Application (JARPA).

Comment: The Puget Sound Partnership wants to expand conditional use permits for maintenance
projects and exemptions. Do not add these unnecessary regulations.

Comment: Make sure SEPA policies are consistent with City polices and shoreline ex@snpEhe
definitions of “maintenance and repair” should overlap.

Comment: DPD should recognize that certain projects and construction proposals are ongoing and may
benefit from a programmatic approach to maintenance and repair.

Clarification: The problem with the subjectivity of decisions is not entirely the City’s fault.
Subjective decisions sometimes exist because the problems are ill definednipiee“no-net-loss of
ecological function.” The Shoreline Management Act (SMA) is purposefullyanritaguely so that
planners can have room for interpretation. The problem is that the SMA is too vague. Woddy
define some of the vague terms like “may be allowed,” “shall” and “may” within M ® make it
clearer.

Brennon reminded the Committee that Seattle has experienced unprecedented groivehpastrfew
years, which has affected the number of permits coming in and the staff availabidleotham. He
encouraged the Committee to continue thinking of specific frustration or praisesaghaelp DPD.
He also mentioned that the City is currently undergoing a process for receidbgdken the
permitting process, has a new training coordinator, is developing a green permjigdgiag
program, and is working on code simplification in order to make the permitting processimiolie
and predictable.

Public Comment

Ann Farr said that, as a citizen who has applied for permits dozens of times, madadifficult to

obtain shoreline approval in Seattle than in any other jurisdiction around Puget Sound. She said tha
Seattle asks for different information than other cities and even though one getsrateapplicant

for coming in routinely, a 100% rating has done nothing to speed up the process. She mentioned
frustrations with the office not regularly being open, that she would like to see wesefuti the City to
speed up its process, and that opportunities should exist for applicants to make on-theespiansorr
and for DPD to accept packages that are 90% correct. Ann suggested differentspipebmaple

projects versus more complicated ones, since easily-processed applicationbuag lne for months
behind larger ones.

Chad Durand, a consultant for WSDOT, suggested that a planner be assigned to a sgecitfto pr
help champion it through the process. This would create internal DPD incentives fosipigoces
projects in a timely manner.
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Heather Page, Anchor Environmental and WSDOT consultant, praised the individual working on
shoreline exemptions who has been instrumental at quick processing. She also suggested t
permittee work with one planner throughout the entire process, specifically a plaatrisfamiliar
with similar projects. She said the SMP update should be helpful in creating copsistanthe
permitting process should align with the land use process in terms of submittingnetec
notifications, she echoed the Committee’s frustrations, and recommended that DiP€assestudy
she would provide for streamlining the permitting process.

Final Thoughts/Next Steps

Michael wrapped up the meeting, indicating that a meeting summary will be seatiéar and
approval by the Committee and DPD; the prior meeting summary and all matenalhis meeting
will be posted to the web, and materials for the February meeting will be providedtat igeek
ahead of time. He encouraged Committee members to contact him and/or DPD with esy proc
guestions, comments, etc.

Michael thanked members for their participation and adjourned the meeting. The niaxg nvéebe
held on Tuesday, February 24, 2008 from 5:30 PM (5:00 PM “meet and greet”) to 9 PM.
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